Remarks 

Claims 1-15 are currently pending. Applicants assert that all claims are in 
condition for allowance after final as set forth more fully below. 

103 Rejections 

Claims 1-6 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pickett (US Pat 5,062,147) in view of Muller (US Pat 6,1 15,544) and further in view 
of Smith (US Pat 5,671,510). Claims 7 and 15 are rejected as being unpatentable over 
Pickett in view of Mueller and in view of Smith and further in view of Greenfeld (US Pat 
4,931,938). Claims 8, 9, 13, and 14 are rejected as being unpatentable over Pickett in 
view of Mueller and in view of Smith and further in view of Warman (US Pat 5,657,221). 
Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

In addressing the arguments presented in the remarks filed after final, the 
Advisory Action notes that the claims do not recite that "source code" is being scanned. 
The claims now include such recitations. Pickett's disclosure of the monitoring system 
waiting for the application being monitored to output an error message is far from the 
scanning of the source code of the application being monitored. Thus, Picket in 
combination with Mueller fails to render the claim obvious for at least this reason. 

Furthermore, regarding point (B), there appears to be a fundamental 
misunderstanding of what a modifiable second location and a log file location is as 
claimed relative to the message action file screen of Picket. The Advisory Action states 
that Figure 2 #92, the message action file screen of Picket discloses a message action file 
screen which is that same as a log file location where notification messages are stored. 
FIG. 8 shows what the message action file screen actually is and the discussion of col. 
11-12 of FIG. 8 clarifies that this is where the actions can be configured for a particular 
error message that may be received by the monitor. 

Applicants entirely disagree that a display screen of a system monitoring system 
for setting up actions for a message is either a modifiable second location or a log file 
location where a computer application outputs error messages for storage. First, the 
modifiable second location specifies where the log file location is. Thus, it specifies a 
path to the log file in the file system directory. See Fig. 2, e.g., c:\app\error.log. A 
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message action file screen of Picket does not provide any such path of a file system 
directory to where a file is being generated by an application being monitored. As noted 
above, Picket has no use for such because the application outputs the message directly to 
the monitoring system rather than to a file that the monitoring system must locate. 

To further differentiate the log file location of the claims from Picket, the claims 
recite that the log file location is of a file system directory, such as shown in FIG. 1, #1 12 
and as identified by the modifiable location specified in FIG. 2, e.g., c:\app\error.log. 
The claims further recite that the modifiable second location comprises the path of the log 
file location, i.e., c:\app\error.log as shown in FIG. 2. The display by the receiving 
system monitor can hardly be considered a storage file of a file system directory that is 
output by the application being monitored and can also hardly be considered a path to 
that storage file of the file system directory. 

Additionally, the claims recite that the system monitor access the export file, as in 
claims 1 and 15, or table data as in claim 10, in order to find where the log file location is 
based on the modifiable second location that has been specified in the file. So, there is a 
log file location that is within a file system directory, then there is a modifiable second 
location of a table of data that specifies where the log file location actually is. For 
example, see FIG. 2, where the second modifiable location is the path c:\app\error.log 
and where the log file location is the actual location of error.log on the storage device. 

As noted, Picket has no log file location and of course no second modifiable 
location since the application being monitored delivers the message directly to the system 
monitor rather than storing the messages at some file location in a file system directory. 
In commenting on claim 15, the Advisory Action states that it is Mueller, not Pickett, that 
is being relied upon for the rejection of the modifiable second location indicating a log 
file location. This seems somewhat at odds with point (B) indicating that the message 
action file screen provides the log file and point (C) indicating that the message action 
file screen provides the modifiable second location. As noted above, Applicants contend 
that the message action screen file is equal to neither the log file location (the actual 
location in the file directory system of the storage device) nor the modifiable second 
location (the path to the log file location of the file directory system) as claimed. 



7 



However, considering Mueller, this reference also does not disclose the 
modifiable second location. The citation to Mueller also suggests a fundamental 
misunderstanding of the modifiable second location of the graphical user display and 
export file. In Mueller, the error list is generated by the computer application and 
therefore is similar to a log file location. However, Mueller does not disclose that there is 
any display of a second modifiable location (i.e., the path to the log file location of the 
file system) nor inclusion of the second modifiable location (i.e., the path) in an export 
file or data table that is then accessed by a system monitor. To the contrary, the user 
simply access the error list to find the errors in the source code of Mueller rather than a 
system monitor attempting to find the error list based on a second modifiable location 
specified within an export file that provides the path to such an error list. Thus, merely 
having a log file location does not mean that there is also a second modifiable location 
being displayed, then included in an export file, and then read by a system monitor in 
order to find the log file location itself. 

Accordingly, for at least these several reasons, individually and collectively, 
pending claims 1-15 are allowable over the cited combination of references. 

Conclusion 

Applicants assert that the application including claims 1-15 is in condition for 
allowance after final. Applicants request reconsideration in view of the remarks above 
and further request that a Notice of Allowability be provided. Should the Examiner have 
any questions, please contact the undersigned. 
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No fees are believed due beyond the fees for continued examination and an 
extension of time. However, please charge any additional fees or credit any overpayment 
to Deposit Account No. 50-3025. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: February 20, 2006 




Jeramie J. Keys 
Reg. No. 42,724 



Withers & Keys, LLC 
P.O. Box 71355 
Marietta, Ga 30007-1355 
(404) 849.2093 
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